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INTRODUCTORY. 


TFNHE subject which I desire to place before you on the 
present occasion will, perhaps, be set forth most 
clearly if I begin by stating it in the words which form the 
general title of these Addresses, or, still more fully and 
explicitly, in the following question: ‘Do the recent 
discoveries of Science necessitate any modification in our 
statement of fundamental Doctrine?” 
- When such a question is addressed to us, our first 
feeling, perhaps, is to protest against such a question 
being put to us at all. To entertain such a question in 
any form may at first be thought to involve some dis- 
loyalty to the faith, and even to the very terms of our 
baptismal promise. To engage solemnly to believe ‘all 
the articles of the Christian faith, and to hold parley 
with those who are contending that some of these 
articles need reconsideration or re-statement, does indeed, 
at first sight, appear to be something more than incon- 
sistent. But the question is forced upon us; and forced 
upon us, let us not fail to observe, under circumstances 
which add greatly to our present difficulties. The ques- 
B 2 
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tion does not emerge simply from the oppositions of 
Science, and from the teaching of those who deny the 
truth of Christianity, but from a feeling, on the part 
of those who believe in it, that the forms which ages 
of faith have given to our doctrine must be harmonised 
with the conclusions to which we are said to be forced 
by modern scientific generalisation. And this more par- 
ticularly in regard of our own race—its origin, its earliest 
spiritual history, its past, and its future. In regard of 
most of these subjects, the popular generalisation, which 
we know by the name of Evolution, is said now by 
many of our brother-Christians simply to drive us into 
positions which are inconsistent with our maintenance, 
in their integrity, of old truths, Not foes, but friends, 
are now pressing upon us to accept the inevitable, to 
turn over another page in the doctrinal history of the 
Church, to reconsider our credenda, and, by a broader 
and more expansive theology, to win back to a real and 
vital Christianity the thousands and tens of thousands 
that have lost or surrendered a first faith, and, immeshed 
in life’s enigmas, are struggling, and hopelessly struggling, 
for consolation and light. 

Modern apologetics are verily distinctly bringing us 
into a position in which we must deal with the question 
which I have deemed it my duty now plainly to bring 
before you. Our faith is beginning to receive wounds 
in the house of our friends. Doubts are beginning to 
spread whether some at least of the doctrines , which 
we find expressed in our Articles and formulated in 
our Creeds can now be fully maintained, and a kind 
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of suspended assent is becoming tolerated which no serious 
person can recognise without very real anxiety. Further 
than this, some even of our best friends are advising 
that Theology should “take its seat where men of science 
sit—at the feet of Nature,” ' and take for granted infer- 
ences of Science, which, however safe they may seem 
to be now, may be reversed or dissipated before half a 
generation may have become added to the past. There 
are, In fact, two procedures now clearly to be traced 
in modern Christian apologetics, both of which must be 
regarded with considerable apprehension: either that of 
tacitly giving up doctrines which are alleged or implied 
to be no longer tenable, or that still more perilous 
procedure of changing our base, assuming the conclusions 
of Science to be true, and then inquiring whether the 
old faith can live by the side of them. 

Let me substantiate this by reference to recent works 
in defence of the faith, confessedly of great power and 
ability, but, as I venture to think, certainly tending 
to raise the question which I am now placing before 
this Archdeaconry. In the preface to a singularly in- 
teresting course of lectures, delivered last year before the 
University of Cambridge, on ‘‘The Influence of Science 
on Religion,” the learned and distinguished writer states 
it as one of the propositions that his lectures are in- 
tended to establish—that we ministers of religion must 
prepare ourselves for considerable modification in the 
less important and least historical doctrinal formule ; 
of the past [but who is to decide which are the less 

1 Matheson, Can the Old Faith Live with the New ? p. 19. 
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important ?], and also for much modification with regard 
to the interpretation of historical facts or historical 
sayings, } 

In a similar course of lectures, delivered also last 
year at the sister University—a course marked by the 
highest ability and closest reasoning—inferential modi- 
fications of some scriptural statements which appear 
to be perfectly plain and unqualified are certainly to 
be recognised, in reference to the primal origin of our 
race. Nay more, some difficulties would seem to be 
felt in reference to the miracles of the Old Testament ; 
and the possibility appears to be admitted that some 
even of the miracles of the New Testament might have 
been performed by a natural, though rare and excep- 
tional, influence of the mind on the body. 

We may observe a much more marked illustration of 
this tendency to modification, in regard of distinctive 
doctrines, in the closing pages of a course of lectures 
delivered in the present year, both in London and Oxford, 
by a foreign divine of great learning and reputation. 
This writer seems not only to feel no difficulty in the 
modification of Christian doctrine, but even to contem- 
plate the surrender of it, in a distinctive or literal sense, 
with something more than mere toleration. ‘‘ What 
should prevent us,’ Dr. Pfleiderer says, “ from interpreting 
and applying the dogmas which can no longer be ap- 
propriated by us in their literal meaning, as valuable 
“symbols of moral and religious truth?”? And then, 


1 Bonney, Influence of Science on Theology, p. vi. 
* The Apostle Paul (Hibbert Lectures for 1885), p. 290. 
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that there should be no mistake as to the quality and 
the character of the dogmas to which he is referring, 
he specifies the doctrine of Adam’s Fall and of our 
blessed Lord’s Atonement as instances of dogmas that 
might be explained away into symbols of “the sel- 
fish love of the natural man, which is the root of all 
evil, and the self-denying love of man in the image 
of God, which procures the weal of all by unselfish 
sacrifice.” 

To such lengths is modern religious thought prepared 
to go in the modification, or really rather surrender, of 
distinctive and fundamental truth. 

But if we are exposed to the gravest possible dangers 
from such startling attitudes of modern Theology, no less 
pronounced is the other peril, to which I have above 
alluded—the peril that arises from an over-readiness to 
accept as .a certain and indisputable truth what is, at 
best, no more than a good working hypothesis—the 
principle of Evolution—to apply it to our own race, as 
well as to animals, and then forthwith to try and show 
how Christianity can be accommodated to such an ap- 
plication, ‘Let the theologian,” says a Presbyterian 
writer to whom I have alluded, “begin by taking for 
granted the inferences of Science, by assuming that the 
conclusions at which he has arrived have become recog- 
nised laws of Nature. He will then be in a position to 
consider the real question—and the only question with 
which in this matter he has any concern—What effect 
will the establishment of these conclusions exert upon the 
old belief? To what extent will it modify, in what 
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measure shall it overthrow, the religious conclusions of the 
past? This, we say, is the real attitude in which modern 
Theology should approach modern Science.” * 

If such be the real attitude, the less we approach 
modern Science the better will it be for the purity and 
eonsistency of the Christian faith, the better for those 
who, led away by the so-called liberal spirit of the age, 
are only too ready to stretch Creeds and Articles until 
they have ceased to exhibit any trace of distinctiveness, 
It may be quite conceded that if we wish to convert 
scientific Agnostics, some such procedure may meet with 
some passing success. The popularity of a book that was 
in the hands of many last year was due to its being an 
effort in this direction. But such a mode of proceeding, 
though it might for a moment arrest the attention of men 
of science, has been found to work incredible mischief in 
the rank-and-file of ordinary readers. The conviction, 
already only too gladly entertained, that Christian doc- 
trine is very elastic, is considerably strengthened ; definite 
statements of vital truth are ignored just because they are 
definite; anything, it is felt, may mean anything; the 
faith once delivered to the saints is regarded as a very 
venerable, but still somewhat antiquated, persuasion; 
all real and personal religion languishes; the miraculous 
is disavowed ; even Christ Himself quickens no longer ; 
hope follows faith ; the light that is within is dying out ; 
and the shades of the great darkness are gathering silently | 
around. Such, I am persuaded, is no unreal picture of 
many and many a forlorn spirit that has endeavoured to 

* Matheson, Can the Old Faith Live with the New? p. 18. 
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accommodate the revealed teaching of Christianity with 
the hypotheses of modern Science. 

The true method is, I am persuaded, a widely different, 
and even reversed, one. When a question such as that 
_ which we are now considering comes seriously before us, 
our first duty is to ascertain what those statements of 
fundamental doctrine really are, which are alleged to be 
out of harmony with the discoveries of Science ; next, to 
assure ourselves that these statements are really and truly 
consonant with the carefully-weighed language of Holy 
Scripture, and with the teaching, as based thereon, of the 
primitive Church; then, and not till then, in the third 
place, to enter into the enquiry whether the provisional 
interpretation of the book of Nature leads directly to con- 
clusions that are opposed to, or inconsistent with, the 
tested interpretations of the Book of Life. This I am 
persuaded is the only true course. This is the only way 
by which the loyal believer can enter into the unsettled 
questions between Theology and Science. We must begin 
by postulating the truths of Religion, and then, if we desire 
to do so, we may contrast with them the truths that 
Science may claim to have established. It may be, that 
the contrast properly instituted may at once show that 
the truths alleged to be in opposition belong really to two 
different planes of thought and of reasoning; and that 
any opposition that may appear to exist is due to the 
introduction into the spiritual realm of principles and | 
deductions which belong exclusively, or presumably 
exclusively, to the physical and material. It may be, 
that further investigation may show that assumptions 
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have been intercalated on either side that cannot be 
substantiated : or finally, it may be, that in some points 
the opposition may appear to be real and substantive. 
Even in this last case there need be no cause for dis- 
quietude if we have only faith in the plain teaching of 
God’s Holy Word, and the abiding conviction that the 
God of Nature is also the God of Revelation, and that 
He who has permitted this trial of faith to emerge, 
will, in His own good time, vouchsafe convincingly to 
remove it. 

This is our true attitude in days like the present,—to 
postulate Revealed truth, and then fearlessly to examine 
whatever may seem to be opposed to it. To adopt the 
converse procedure—to assume the truth of hypotheses, 
evolutionary or otherwise, and then to devote all our 
ingenuity to show that fundamental truths may be 
stretched into accordance with them—is to act detri-. 
mentally both to Science and to Theology. What really 
scientific man would be likely ever to be permanently 
influenced by a flexible Creed that would be ready, if 
the scientific hypothesis of to-day broke down to- 
morrow, to re-accommodate itself to the new hypothesis 
that might be installed in its place? What loyal 
believer in Revelation would not be wounded by such 
disastrous readjustments? “Guard that which is com- 
mitted unto thee”? is the true text for these days of 
confusion and compromise. “ Be ready always to give 
answer to every man that asketh you a reason concern- 
ing the hope that is in you, yet with meekness and 

1 1 Tim. vi, 20 (Rev. Ver.). 


FUNDAMENTAL DOCTRINE ? 11 


fear,”1 is the counsel of perfection for the Christian 


apologist who would desire, in a time of trial and of 
transition, to bring home the message of hope and salva- 
tion to his fellow-men. : 

In all this, however, I have not said one word against 
that which is urged by many as one of the pressing 
needs of our own times—the reconsideration of many 
doctrinal statements that have been read into Scripture, 
rather than deduced from it; that pass current in our 
pulpits, give their tinge to our hopes or fears, and yet 
cannot be substantiated upon any sound principles of 
scriptural interpretation. Against such a reconsidera- 
tion I have said nothing; nay, in all that I have said, 
I have assumed and implied it. It is one thing to 
try and bring Scripture into harmony with modern 
speculation. It is quite a different thing to endeavour 
carefully and reverently to ascertain upon any given sub- 
ject what the voice of Scripture really is, and to be pre- 
pared to follow and act upon it. In such a sense as this 
we need have no fear of entertaining the question that I 
have ventured to place before the clergy and laity of this 
Archdeaconry during the present Visitation. 

But I may have now said enough by way of Introduc- 
tion. At the other centres I shall speak more in detail, 
and with more precise reference to those doctrines which 
are supposed to come most into collision with modern 
Science. The doctrines which I have selected are those 
which relate more particularly to our own race, our his- 
tory in the past, and our hopes in the present and the 

1 1 Peter iii. 15 (Rev. Ver.). 
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future,—the creation of man, man’s fall, and man’s re- 
demption and restoration. Here, it is freely alleged that 
Science imperatively requires some re-statement on the 
side of Theology of fundamental doctrine. Evolution 
here claims to have its voice heard in the great con- 
troversy. We will hear it, then, and we will contrast 
with it those statements of Holy Scripture on which our 
Christian belief is founded, and then firmly face the ques- 
tion whether the collision with Science is real and definite, 
or whether we are simply confronted by hypotheses which, 
by the nature of the case, either have not been or cannot 
be verified, or which may ultimately be found, on closer 
investigation, themselves to need further reconsideration. 
At any rate we will ascertain our real position; for 
nothing can be more detrimental to the true faith than to 
hold any opinions, in regard of which we feel hesitation or 
anxiety. If there be collision, let us know it. Better a 
thousand times to know that a clear point has been arrived 
at, where the tested statements of Scripture are not in 
harmony with the conclusions of Science, than to allow 
ourselves to drift into suspended belief, from never having 
had the nerve to prove our own selves, and to ascertain 
whether we be of the faith or no. 

If we find Science opposed to some fundamental truth 
on which the testimony of Holy Scripture is clear beyond 
doubt or controversy,—be it so. The worst that can 
befall us is that we may have to wait for the explanation. 
All trustworthy Science moves slowly and tentatively. 
Its pathway les across many a surrendered hypothesis, 
and through the fragments of many a castaway conclusion. 
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If we wait, the truth will at last be arrived at; and 
the discovery of that truth will be another achievement 
on the part of Science, and another testimony, clear, 
strong, and perhaps under some unlooked-for aspect, to 
the revelations of the Book of Life. 

The position of the believer is now stronger than ever 
it has been before. If he looks on the one side, he is 
permitted to behold countless lights cast upon the early 
records of the Book of Life by the torch of re-illumined 
history. If he looks on the other, he sees laboured 
philosophies slowly recognising one Power behind all 
phenomena,—one Power as yet alleged to be unknown, 
but, even by philosophy, soon to be known as our Creator 
and our God. 

Wherefore, let us hope and believe. 


Ld 


THE ORIGIN OF MIAN. 


WE now pass from the general considerations of the last 
Address to those more specific considerations of funda- 
mental doctrines which will occupy the remaining portions 
of the present Charge. The broad question is before us, 
whether the recent discoveries of Science necessitate any 
modification of our statements of fundamental doctrines; 
but to answer it, in any degree adequately, we must 
answer it in detail, and consider serzatem those doctrines 
with which modern Science seems to come most distinctly 
into collision. 

Of such doctrines none occupies a more prominent 
place than the teaching of Holy Scripture in reference to 
the creation of man. So plainly is this to be recognised, 
and so distinctly is modification of current teaching here 
felt by many to be imperatively needed, that we find 
recent apologists prepared to meet Science half-way, and 
to admit forms of evolutionary teaching which it seems 
scarcely possible to reconcile with the teaching of Revela- 
tion, or, at any rate, with the great principles which 
more immediately flow from it. We have been invited, 
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for example, very recently, by an earnest apologist for 
Christianity, to believe that man came into existence by 
a process of evolution and by the slow maturation of 
lengthened periods of time ; the hypothesis only differing 
from that of the ordinary evolutionist by the assumption 
that the ascending line of man’s development branched off, 
by the intervention of God, from the line of ordinary 
animal evolution at some remote period in the past, and 
has, since that period, moved upward by evolutionary 
principles of its own. I do not pause to criticise this 
theory,—though it certainly is open to very serious 
criticism,—but I allude to it as showing the extent to 
which scriptural statements will have to be manipulated 
before they can be accommodated to the teachings of 
the new philosophy. I allude to it also as showing the 
lengths to which earnest and religious men are prepared 
to go in their adhesion to a principle, which, however 
true in many of its aspects, has not by any means been 
proved to have the universality that has. been ascribed 
to it. 

The question, then, of the Christian teaching of the 
creation of man, and to a certain extent of the primitive 
conditions of man, is now positively forced upon us. 
There is a further question closely allied to those just 
mentioned on which Science claims to say much; viz., 
the probable period of man’s first appearance on the 
earth—in a word, the question of the antiquity of man; 
but into that question we are here not called upon to 
enter. And for this perfectly plain reason. Holy Scripture 
teaches nothing directly on this subject. Certain chrono- 
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logical inferences have been made from certain specified 
numbers in regard of the ages of the patriarchs; but, in 
the first place, as is well known, those numbers are not 
the same in the three documents of greatest importance ; 
and further, and more particularly, the utter uncertainty 
into which any careful reader must feel himself to be 
passing, when scriptural documents such as the Gene- 
rations of Noah, with its apparent commixture of persons 
and tribes, are to be used for any purposes of definite 
chronology. We dismiss this subject therefore simply 
with this remark,—that the combined testimonies of 
History, Archeology, Language, and Geological dis- 
covery seem to assign to man a distinctly greater an- 
tiquity than that which has commonly been specified, 
though, at the same time, vastly less than the antiquity 
which, on the basis of unverified uniformitarian hypo- 
theses, has been claimed for primitive man. 

With this question, however, fundamental doctrine 
does not in any proper sense come into contact. We 
pass therefore at once to those questions connected with 
the origin of our race, as to which, with every avoidance 
of putting any undue strain on the utterances of Holy 
Scripture, fundamental doctrine must be deemed to be 
perfectly explicit. | 

To begin, then, what does it teach in regard of the 
origin of our race? Clearly this, and nothing less than 
this, that man was a special creation. Whatever latitude 
we may be disposed to allow to the interpreter of the 
divine outlines of eternal truth which are placed before 
us in the opening chapters of the Book of Life,—however. 
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free we may allow ourselves to be in speaking of the 
whole as a symbol or allegory,—however reluctant, and 
rightly reluctant, we may be to bring the ark of God’s 
Word into these battlefields of Science and Revelation,— 
we must maintain this as a fundamental truth, that, if 
words mean anything, man was created in a manner 
completely and entirely different from that in which the 
living creatures around him, whether animal or vege- 
table, were called into existence. In regard of the 
animal and vegetable world, modern Science tells us that 
this emergence into existence was by the process of evolu- 
tion, and that there was a gradual progress upwards 
from the lowest and most rudimentary forms of life to 
the higher and more organised. This, which compara- 
tively a short time since was but a hopeful conjecture, 
has now, by the life-long devotion of one great and 
illustrious student of Nature, become converted into 
what may properly be deemed an all but demonstrated 
truth. An all but demonstrated truth,—for there are 
missing pages in the book of Nature, as for instance 
between the Silurian rocks and the Devonian, between 
mollusca and fishes, where some scattered traces of 
transitional forms may, for aught we know, still await 
manifestation, but not one of which, I believe, has been 
discovered up to the present time. 

However this may be, we may still certainly regard 
Evolution as a working hypothesis of a very high order 
of probability, and the more so, as here Revelation and 
Science would seem to be completely at one. All the 
great interpreters of the past have called attention to the 
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plain and significant fact that God is almost studiously 
represented as acting mediately in regard of everything 
that breathes the breath of life, with the exception of 
man. The fiat goes forth, and the earth puts forth grass 
and all the rich wealth of herb yielding seed and of fruit- 
tree bearing fruit, until at length all receives divine ap- 
proval, and the evolutionary work of the earth is seen by 
its Creator to be good. 

And, as with the lower realm of vegetable life, so 
with the higher realm of the wide-spread animal world. 
Again the same mediate working. The waters swarm 
with swarms of living creatures. God is declared to be 
their creator; but it is the waters that, at His bidding, 
bring them forth, just as in obedience to another fiat 
the fruitful earth brings forth all living creatures after 
their kind,—all, save the crown and glory of all, man,— 
of whom far other things are said, and with a studied 
distinctness which no interpretation can explain away 
or ignore. Of man there is the twofold statement, that 
God, after what may be reverently spoken of as a kind 
of divine deliberation, created him in His own image; 
and again, that He fashioned him (the word in the 
original is very significant) out of the dust of the ground, 
and breathed into his nostrils the breath, the neshdma, of 
life 

In these carefully formulated statements, what trace 
is there of anything that could lead us, directly or indi- 
rectly, for one moment to suppose that we have here any 
mediate creation, or that man could in any degree be 
correlated with animals of which the implied mode of 
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production was so utterly dissimilar? Can we for one 
moment suppose, as a recent apologist would persuade 
us, that this plain, clear language means no more than 
the divine impartation of the spiritual faculty to a being 
that had long been in existence, but that now had become 
sufficiently developed to receive the divine gift, and to be 
known henceforth by the name of man? What do we 
gain by putting such an interpretation upon words which, 
if words mean anything, seem designed expressly to pre- 
clude it? Granted, that there may be close physical 
similarities (and that really is to grant too much) to other 
members of the vertebrate order,—granted, that there are 
on our very bodies traces of possibly aborted organs which 
might seem to correlate man with the higher members of 
the animal world around him,—granted, that even in some 
mental phenomena it may be very hard to draw sharply 
the line between reason and instinct, and to conserve to 
man that uniqueness in regard of moral feelings which has 
hitherto been considered his most indisputable character- 
istic,—granted all this,—yet can we truly feel that the 
chasm, the vast chasm, which every honest biologist would 
admit to exist between man and the animal world, has in 
any real degree been reduced by such a forced interpre- 
tation, or that the theory of Evolution has been per- 
manently helped by it? Which really is the greater 
difficulty to conceive—on the one hand, that God exempted 
man from the evolutionary process, but, in directly form- 
ing him, was pleased to indicate his structural alliance 
with the highest forms of évolutionary life, and so the 
permanence of the archetypal design; or, on the other 
C 2 
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hand, that in making a revelation to man with regard to 
his origin God permitted language to be used which, if 
man came into existence by any evolutionary process 
whatever, was exactly that calculated to convey the 
contrary impression ? | 

It is in vain to try and read Evolution into statements 
which are creational in every element. A theory may 
be momentarily conserved; but the ordinary principles 
of rational interpretation are permanently sacrificed, and 
a dangerous illustration supplied of the amount of mani- 
pulation to which the Scriptures may be subjected when 
it is determined to read into them some preconceived 
scientific truth. 

Another modern apologist, in the anxious desire to 
show that Revelation is quite as tolerant of Evolution 
as the most earnest evolutionist could desire, hints at the 
possibility of believing that, in the simple words, “ God 
formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into 
his nostrils the breath of life,’? we may intercalate whole 
ages between the first portion of the sentence and the 
second.? We may believe, it is suggested, that the words, 
“God formed man out of the dust of the earth,” describe 
the long ages during which man was emerging; and that 
the words that follow depict the fulness of time when that 
which was to be man was sufficiently prepared to receive 
the inbreathed breath of God, and to become the flower 
and the glory of the natural world. But it is all in vain. 


1 Gen. ii. 7 (Rev. Ver.). 
_ ? See Matheson, Can the Old Faith Live with the New? pp. 
189-262. z 
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Our common sense instinctively rejects all these well- 
meant but well-nigh desperate efforts of accommodation. 
We re-read the simple though mysterious words of the 
inspired record, and we find ourselves absolutely unable 
to draw from them any other meaning than this—that man 
is not like what preceded, a mere product of the earth, 
impregnated with that general life which flowed from the 
Spirit which brooded over the primal waters, but that 
when he was formed he was quickened by a special life. 
No sooner had the plastic dust assumed the kingly form, 
than the breath of God was directly inbreathed, and man, 
in all his majesty, passed from his Creator’s hands to be 
the glory and the masterpiece of all the mighty and 
accomplished work. 

In a word, the broad teaching of Scripture is that man 
was a special creation—a direct emergence when all was 
fully prepared, allied to the living world around by com- 
munity of origination from the earth on which he was to 
dwell, and by all the mysterious significance of structural 
similitude, and allied to the God and Father of all by the 
sacrament of an inbreathed life. 

This is the first fundamental truth of Holy Scripture,— 
which, if we believe God’s Word to be what it is, we must 
be prepared to take as we find it. It in no degree denies 
Evolution in regard of the animal and vegetable world, 
but simply and distinctly places man out of the area of 
its energies and operations. 

The second great truth is one nearly allied to the first, 
but of wider and more prospective reference. Great stress 
was laid upon it by the early Church. It has been 
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steadfastly maintained, with some varieties in detail, by 
the Churches of the East and the West, and, in our own 
Church, has been set forth with great clearness and learn- 
ing by Bishop Bull, in his striking dissertation, “On the 
State of Man before the Fall.” But, in recent discussions 
on the origin of man, it has occupied a very subordinate 
place, and rarely secures from the modern apologist that 
recognition which its momentous disclosure indisputably 
claims. The great truth to which we refer is that man 
was not only a special creation, but pre-eminently so, as 
being formed in the image of God; and, to borrow the 
general statement of the Book of Wisdom, as being the 
human exemplar of God’s own proper nature or eter- 
nity. This momentous statement presents the strongest 
possible antithesis to the ordinary theories of human 
evolution. What it exactly conveys to us has been 
somewhat differently estimated. That it has some 
reference to the conception of form, as illustrated 
by man’s upward look, and by the majesty (not yet: 
wholly lost) that streamed forth from the countenance 
of the first created man, seems to be admitted by most 
interpreters. That it also has reference to that final 
image which will shine forth when the corruptible shall 
have put on incorruption, and the mortal, immortality, 
is apparently certain. That it has, however, a wider 
reference still to gifts and powers conferred by the Holy 
Ghost when the breath of God was breathed into the 
nostrils of the first man, is the almost unanimous judg- 
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ment of all catholic antiquity. It was not life only that 
man then received, it was the added gift, and “ charac- 
teristic property”—to use the emphatic language of 
Clement of Alexandria '—the characteristic property and 
power of the Holy Ghost. And this was no merely 
latent seed to be developed by long ages of evolution, but 
was a full present endowment; so that man rose up before 
his Maker, in all the innocence and purity of a being with 
a natural bias to good, but whose deliberate choice of it 
had not yet been consolidated by probation. The divine 
image is thus, as it is accurately defined by Dorner, in his 
System of Christian Doctrine,’ partly original endowment, 
partly destination. That this is utterly incompatible 
with the idea of a gradual acquisition of the image by a 
slow and long continued evolution, must, from a Scriptural 
point of view, be perfectly clear. There is not a hint, nor 
the shadow of a hint, that the spiritual endowment was 
other than a divine gift, conferred at a given epoch,— 
that epoch being the time when man was called into 
being. What was given was to be afterwards more fully 
realised; but the giving itself was an historical act 
contemporaneous with the historical act of the creation of 
man. 

The first fundamental truth of Scripture, that man was 
a special creation, is thus enhanced by the second, that he 
was created in the image of God; both truths, from the 
manner in which they are set forth, tending to preclude 


1 Clem. Alex., Strom. vi. cap. 16. 
2 Dorner, System of Christian Doctrine, § 41, Vol. Ir. p. 78 qq. 
(Translation). 
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any conception of evolution, whether in regard of the 
physical or of the moral and spiritual nature of man. 

One further truth yet remains to be stated, in reference 
to which the testimony of Scripture appears to be equally 
clear and explicit,—that the human race was descended 
from a single human pair, and that, to use the words of 
an Apostle, ““He made of one every nation of men for to 
dwell on all the face of the earth.” The unity and 
solidarity of the race is, beyond all dispute, the distinct’ 
teaching of Holy Scripture. And this truth, once strongly 
and persistently opposed, has, strange to say, now at 
length received the unqualified support of the most 
advanced evolutionary science. Only a short time since, 
this truth was deemed by some eminent naturalists to be 
absolutely incompatible with the actual condition of 
things. It was urged, and strongly urged, that the 150 
or more human species into which mankind has been 
subdivided, could never be traced back to any primal 
unity. The differences in bodily organisation, the per- \ 
sistence of colour, and still more the marked differences 
in spiritual characteristics, were considered to present an 
insurmountable obstacle to any inter-connection of human- 
ity, such as the whole tenor of Scripture and some of the 
deepest reasoning of Scripture seemed absolutely to assert. 
History, and especially philology, has for the most part 
always stood firm; but Science, in some of its most 
eminent representatives, has distinctly fluctuated. At 
one time, different centres of contemporaneous origination 
have been thought to supply the best explanation of 
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existing differences; at another time, the idea of suc- 
cessive emergences of the more dissimilar portions of the 
great human family has seemed to suggest the most 
reasonable account of existing diversities, Theologians 
even were found, who were ready to concede that Scripture 
might perhaps be understood to give simply the account 
of an Adamic race, and to be silent as to the existence on 
the earth of other races than those of the Adamite stock. 
But now all is changed. One dominant theory has ab- 
sorbed all the rest. The exigencies of Evolution have 
seemed to require the rehabilitation of the old biblical 
truth,—and the third fundamental position of Scripture, 
in regard of the origination of man, remains, at least 
unassailed, if not supported and corroborated by the very 
Science which at one time seemed to be, in the case of 
some of its exponents, distinctly opposed to it. 

And does not this bear with it some significant warn- 
ing? Does it not remind us that the feverish readiness, 
only too often shown, even by sober and reasonable 
persons, to adapt our interpretation of Holy Scripture 
to scientific theories, ought to be very closely watched at 
the present time? It seems to indicate lacking faith, 
and to leave the way open for concessions which, in the 
sequel, may be found to be not only superfluous, but disas- 
trous. Let us always remember that not only Theology 
but Science, as set forth by its best exponents, draws 
clear lines between truths that are purely of a spiritual 
nature, and such truths as, for instance, the antiquity of 
the race, where the testimony of scientific research has a 
clear right to be carefully and respectfully considered. 
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Science has of late wisely shown many indications of an 
increasing willingness to confine itself to its own domain. 
For Theology to be now catching at each passing theory, 
and, in the person of some of its representatives, to be 
seeking to show how easily it can adjust itself to what 
may remain theory to the very end, is not only perilous, 
but even out of harmony with the very spirit in which 
Science itself seems now to be preparing to move. What 
we seek is, not adjustments, but truth. 

Let us, then, make every proper use of Science and 
of the scientific method. Let us be wise and cautious 
in our interpretation of God’s Word; but, when that 
Word speaks plainly, let us, nothing doubting, abide 
by it. 


IE 


Tun Fatt or May. 


In the last Address it was my object more particularly 
to direct attention to the three fundamental truths con- 
nected with the origin of man, which we find plainly 
revealed to us in God’s Holy Word, and which, as honest 
believers in Revelation, we can neither manipulate nor 
modify. 

These three truths, we may remember, were: first, 
that man was a special creation; secondly, that he was 
created in the image of God; and thirdly, that man 
was descended from a single pair, or, in other words, 
that there was unity and solidarity distinctly to be recog- 
nised amid all the wide-spread diversities of the children 
of men. 

With the first of these truths we found, to use the 
most guarded statement, that Science was not con- 
sentient. The acceptance of physical and even of moral 
evolution we find resolutely pressed upon us, and all 
attempts to separate man, in regard of his origination, 
from the animal world around him, disavowed, as 
patently inconsistent with the inductions of modern 
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philosophy. ‘The second truth, as subsidiary to the first, 
and as giving it distinctness and consistency, shares with 
it the same measure of disavowal. It is regarded by 
Science as a conception of which it can take no proper 
cognisance whatever, except probably at once to put it 
aside as meaningless and anthropomorphic. With the 
third truth, Science, though once, in the person of some 
of its exponents, opposed to it, is now substantially in 
agreement. Thus, as it would appear, stand the re- 
lations of Revelation and Science in regard of the funda- 
mental truths connected with the origin of man, and the 
first appearance of the race on the theatre of being. 

We now pass onward to the momentous truths 
connected with the history of the race, which have 
been revealed to us as belonging to its earliest stages of 
development. Thus far we have simply before us the 
first human pair, created in the image of God, pure, 
innocent, and with a distinct bias to good, imparted 
by the first direct inbreathing, from God and by God, ' 
of the breath of life, by which man became, in the 
fullest and truest meaning of the words, a living soul. 
But this distinct bias to good was yet unconfirmed by 
the human will. This natural love for God coexisted 
with a consciousness of self, and of the world around, 
of which that self formed a distinct, and almost patently 
prerogative part. But this natural love for God, and 
this natural and purely innocent bias to self and the 
world, were, as yet, not cemented by any act of the will. 
They coexisted in harmonious unity as they came from 
the hand of God, but, as a great thinker has rightly 
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maintained, this unity needed to be ratified by the will, 
and by the rightful use of the momentous endowment 
of freedom.’ And the second page in the history of the 
race tells us how the mysterious opportunity came, and 
was misused; how the probation presented itself, and 
how, in that probation, the first human pair ruinously 
failed. 

With the details of that probation we are not par- 
ticularly concerned. What is told us may perhaps be 
told under the form of allegory and parable. If some 
of the deepest truths connected with the final history of 
the race, of the separation of the tares and the wheat 
of humanity, are set forth in the language of parable 
and similitude, there is no reason why, in regard of 
the earliest history of the race, the actual details may 
not have been presented in a somewhat similar form, 
even though no distinct indication has been given that 
it was so. 

At any rate, be it allegory or history, things signified 
or things literally done, the broad and distinct issue is 
revealed by Holy Scripture with a clearness which allows 
-of no misconception: man underwent a definite historical 
probation, and failed in it; freedom was calamitously 
exercised; the purely innocent natural bias to self and 
the world was not maintained by the action of the will 
in its blessed union with the natural bias to good and to 
all the inward realities of the image of God; the natural 
and inborn love of God was not stamped by the broad 


_! See Dorner, System of Christian Doctrine, § 41. 3, Vol. If.. 
p. 83 (Translation). 
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arrow of human choice as the ruling principle of the 
human future; self prevailed; disobedience was mani- 
fested by a deliberate act; sin emerged,—and with sin, 
all its terrible consequences, present and future. In a 
word, we stand face to face with the Fall of man. 
This is the first fundamental truth, written broadly 
and legibly indeed on the second great page of human 
history. Does it to any extent harmonise with the 
teaching and conclusions of Science, or does it stand 


to them almost in complete and even accentuated anti- 
thesis 

Ere we make the answer, let us generally observe 
this,—that the whole direction of Science as disclosed 
in Evolution is contrary, utterly contrary, to that in- 
dicated by Revelation,—at any rate in its connection 
with what we might call the natural’ history of the 
human race. Evolution looks upward, Its very essence 
is continuous, and slowly successful, progress. The 
attempts made by some of the modern apologists for » 
Revelation to show that Evolution has its falls are 
utterly irrelevant, These so-called falls are merely the 
little eddies caused by the very volume of the onward- 
moving stream. Evolution is progress onward and up- 
ward ; development of the initial and rudimentary in the 
direction of the successively more perfect and complete. 
It knows of no persistently reversed movement, no steadily 
increasing accumulation of malefic results, It disavows — 
and repudiates the idea and conception of an event so 
utterly counter-evolutionary as the biblical Fall. 

Revelation, on the contrary, places before us a widely 
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different development; at first, the bright scenes of 
primary goodness and excellence. ‘‘ God saw everything 
that He had made, and, behold, it was very good.” All 
that then lived and breathed fulfilled its Creator’s will. 
The laws even of natural decay perpetuated that good- 
ness ; and had man stood in his integrity that perpetua- 
tion would have become more patent and more operative. 
But when man, the masterpiece of God’s works, appears, 
these bright scenes soon become clouded. Revelation has 
soon to tell the grievous tale of declension,—the lapse 
from primitive innocence, the marring of the image of 
God, the entry of sin, with all its wide-spread ramifica- 
tions, often affecting, indirectly and mediately, other 
portions of the natural world than those in which it 
carries out its worst ravages. Revelation further has 
to tell of the intrusion of physical death into a realm 
where death was never designed to enter, Last of all, it 
has to disclose the dread future of spiritual death, and 
that too among beings who, according to ancient belief, 
were called into existence to supply the void caused by 
primal loss,—beings created to fill up the places of the 
lapsed angels, and to maintain the full complement of the 
countless multitudes of the City of God. In a word, 
while Evolution is ever pointing upward, Revelation has 
to point downward, and sharply downward, until, by the 
adorable love and mercy of Him who made all things, it is 
bidden to raise the eye of hope to the far-off horizon of 
the Messianic promise, 

When we thus contrast Evolution and Revelation, we 
see at once how hopeless it is, nay more, how perilous it 
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is, to attempt to read Evolution into the recorded narra- 
tive of man’s primal origin and development. If man 
has, in any sense, come into being by Evolution, we must, 
as we trace his onward history, prepare ourselves either to 
break with our system, or with the Revelation into which 
we are attempting to read it. If, on the one hand, we 
accept the Fall of man as a fundamental truth, we must 
at once drop the system which we have used in ascending 
to the state anterior to that Fall, and, if we try to re- 
assume it, of course prepare to add to Evolution another, 
and that the largest and most startling of the discon- 
tinuities which that overtaxed theory has been called 
upon to include. If, on the other hand, we make Evolu- 
tion our creed, and remain consistent with its spirit and 
its principles, we must explain away the Fall, and, if the 
Fall, then, at least, all the deeper meaning of the 
Redemption.’ Nothing will then remain but to acquiesce 
in the suggestion of Professor Pfleiderer, to which I 
alluded in my first Address,—to regard the Fall and, 
the Redemption as venerable symbols of moral truths, 
and to drive the ploughshare of our theory through 
the greater part of the alleged facts and disclosures of 
Revelation. 

Thus far we have considered the first fundamental 
truth connected with man’s primal history—his failure, 
grievous and ruinous, in that moral probation by which 
the right use of the responsible gift of freedom was to 
be tested, and if found true to the test to be confirmed 
for ever. But that truth brings with it others, two of 
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which we may now proceed briefly to investigate and to 
consider. 

If the Fall be accepted as a fundamental truth as 
resting upon statements of Revelation which, whether 
that Revelation be allegory or history, can never be 
explained away, those same statements disclose the 
further fundamental truth that man fell by permitted 
temptation from without, and that it is upon this fact 
that all the blessed possibilities of Redemption and 
Restoration will be found morally to depend. This is 
the second great truth connected with our present 
subject; and against it, as we might suppose, modern 
thought, as claiming to rest on modern Science, has 
directed every energy. The truth now before us dis- 
closes the whole mystery of sin. And sin is just that 
conception which modern philosophy is ever seeking 
to attenuate. It is forced to recognise radical evil in 
human nature. Deep thinkers ike Kant have, at least, 
admitted the presence of this phenomenon in our common 
nature ; but between this and the idea of sin as connected 
with temptation and suggestion from without, as well as 
due to betrayal from within, the gulf is wide, and the 
distinction sharp and definite. Radical evil we may 
recognise as existing in human nature without our 
feeling called upon to account for it. It is there because 
it is there: it is there because human nature would not 
be human nature without it. What friction is in the 
material world, that radical evil is in the inner world of 
moral and self-conscious life. Why enquire further? 
If we feel impelled to enquire, and, at least, to endeavour 
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to trace out this pervasive principle to its true or, at any 
rate, its proximate source, Evolution, the ever-ready 
handmaid of modern speculation, supplies the guidance 
and opens out the way. What it bids us note is, that 
radical evil is but the survival of the characteristics of 
the animal natures through which we have passed in our 
upward way to our present state of being. These are 
only glimpses of the ape and the tiger in the background. 
Moral evil is but the aggregate of the unconscious 
reminiscences of the past. The great moral law itself is 
but the accumulated result of the development of the 
higher and nobler instincts of the animal world out of 
which we have emerged. 

It is in vain suddenly to start round and deny that 
Evolution can ever account for the moral law, or reveal 
the essential character of the distinction between right and 
wrong. It is in vain to assert—and it certainly goes no 
further than assertion—that the principle of evolution is 
inadmissible in the immaterial part of man’s nature, when 
we have admitted it and welcomed it in the material 
portion. If we go one mile with Evolution in regard of 
man’s nature, we must be prepared to go with it twain, 
No cool and fair reasoner could decline to admit that a 
plausible case has been made out by thorough-going 
evolutionists for the development of at least some moral 
principles from the instincts of the higher members of the 
purely animal kingdom, and that it is a case which fair- 
weather evolutionists cannot possibly ignore. Flat denials 
are not reasoning; nor are assertions of the universality 
of the moral law of any avail unless they rest on something 
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more than reiterated asseveration. If we leave the sure 
ground of Revelation, and commit ourselves to the partial 
guidance of philosophy, we must prepare for the morass, 
and not confidently count upon obtaining a footing where 
all is changeful and uncertain. We must retrace our 
steps, and whether it be radical evil or sin of which we 
are seeking the origin and nature, we must seck it in the 
soberly interpreted statements of Revelation. Science 
may give its sidelights and its confirmatory illustrations, 
but it can yield no more, either in regard of the moral 
or material origination of man. The fundamental truth 
that man was a direct and special creation comes back 
upon us at every turn, and conditions all our subsequent 
investigation and reasoning. 

Enough, then, perhaps has been said to show that for 
any trustworthy account of radical evil we must go to 
God’s Holy Word ; and that, as for sin, its very meaning 
is inexplicable unless we realise, first, that it is the trans- 
gression of a clearly given divine command; next, that 
this transgression was brought about by the seductive 
working of an alien potency, who prevailed, not by any 
constraining influence, but through the mediation of a 
causality in deceived and consenting man. As we have 
already said, there was in innocent man, as he came from 
his Creator, a natural bias to good, and a natural bias to 
self. Wrought upon by temptation, the latter over- 
mastered the former, became confirmed in its unrighteous 
decision, and the Fall with all its terrible consequences 
became a perpetuated reality, The great truth, however, 
to which we must tenaciously hold, is that this declension 
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came about by temptation; that sin had a history before 
man came into being, and that the true mission of man, 
even of fallen man, can never be properly understood 
unless we realise that man was called into being, animated 
by his Creator’s love, to. contend with it and to over- 
come it. 

This is the second great truth which, even this slight 
sketch will have shown, has a great and far-reaching appli- 
cation, both in regard of the past and of the future. 

One more great truth, in connection with this portion 
of man’s history, yet remains to be alluded to, and it 
is this—that the sin of disobedience, which we have just 
contemplated, brought with it to the first pair and to all 
their descendants death and all its consequences, physical 
and spiritual, present and future, as the penalty and pun- ~ 
ishment of disobedience. 

On such a truth it might at first be thought wholly 
unnecessary to dwell, especially in Addresses such as the 
present. Unhappily, however, the ground now taken by 
many apologists for Christianity, and more particularly 
those who apply the theory of Evolution to the origina- 
tion of man, compels us again to set forth that which 
ought to be deemed the foundation of Christian anthro- 
pology.. It is now contended that we must admit that 
man, by his very conformation, would, at last, have 
succumbed to physical death, whether Adam had sinned 
or no. The evolutionary laws, under which it is now 
contended that physical man came into being, require that 
as a member of the vertebrate kingdom he should share 
the vertebrate’s future. Dust he confessedly was, and 
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unto dust, we are told, it must ever have been designed 
that he should return. In a word, to adopt the language 
of a modern apologist for Christianity, individual im- 
- mortality is not a necessary attribute of man, but is a 
special gift, and that, too, a gift not given to every one.! 
It is contended that the current doctrine has been read 
into Scripture ; that the idea that the human soul is by 
its very nature imperishable cannot be maintained in the 
face of modern biology; and that such an idea is wholly 
out of harmony with the laws which appear to govern the 
union of matter with the vivifying principle. 

Now, if the general principles maintained in this and 
the foregoing Address are in any degree trustworthy, the 
two following statements, whatever may be the deductions 
of Science, would appear to be scripturally certain and 
true. First, that if man had not fallen he would never 
have been subject to physical death. Such, at any rate, 
is the judgment of the primitive Church as set forth 
by Bishop Bull in his dissertation on the State of man 
before the Fall;? and such, if words can mean anything, 
would seem to be distinctly inferrible from God’s declara- 
tion to man, “In the day that thou eatest thereof thou 
shalt surely die,’ and also from man’s studied exclusion, 
after his fall, from access to the Tree of Life. If man’s 
structure, and all that biology may teach us be urged on 
the other side, this answer from a scriptural basis would 
seem to be sufficient,—that whatever may be meant by the 
Tree of Life, it appears to have been the appointed means 
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of maintaining to all that was mutable in man’s physical 
structure what Bishop Bull has termed a natural, and, as 
we might venture to add, a gradually sublimated, im- 
mortality. By the Fall man fell, as regards the body, 
into the physical condition of all the other members of the 
animal creation. 

— The second statement is this—that the sentence of 
death extended beyond the physical realm and reaches 
to the remotest bounds of the future: or, m other words, 
that for disobedient man there was death, not only here, 
but hereafter—a first, and what Scripture solemnly speaks 
of as the second death. 

On this.statement, as I shall necessarily have to touch 
upon the subject in my concluding Address, I will now 
say but little. To this point, however, it does seem 
necessary here particularly to call attention; viz., that 
as man came into being, as we have already seen, not 
mediately, like the rest of the animal world, but imme- 
diately, by an inbreathed neshdma or breath of God, 
and became a living soul,—over that living soul the 
sentence must be understood indisputably to have passed. 
What death to a soul so called into existence can really 
mean, we can only learn from the inspired Word of 
God. Mere human reasoning is utterly powerless. Even 
the teaching of God’s Word is hereon diversely taken. 
This, however, may certainly be said—that if these 
earliest pages of the Book of Life lead us to believe 
that by death, in its first or physical aspect, man was 
lowered to the biological conditions of the animal world, 
the concluding pages of this same blessed Book do most 
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certainly describe the second or spiritual death as a 
community of lot, for the ages of the ages, with those 
by whom man’s fall had been accomplished—the Tempter 
and his angels. 

Here we may close our present grave thoughts. That 
to which they have led us would seem to be this—that 
the attempt to blend Science with Revelation in these 
profound questions is not only hopeless, but perilous; 
and that though we may gain much by an interpretation 
of Scripture on those exact principles which Science may 
help us to lay down, we shall lose everything if we 
attempt to explain by Science those things which can 
alone be spiritually discerned. 


Teves 
INCARNATION AND ATONEMENT. 


In the preceding Address, my object was to set forth 
clearly the fundamental teaching of Holy Scripture 
relative to man’s first estate, and especially to that 
which modern scientific thought appears wholly unable 
adequately to recognise—the Fall of man, and the con- 
sequences which followed from it. 

Science, as we have already seen, looks entirely in a 
contrary direction to that of a fall—upward, continuously 
upward; and so much go, that the conception of the 
sudden break in continuity which the Fall certainly 
involves, and the complete reversal of the evolutionary 
process which such a catastrophe implies, appears to 
many minds simply unthinkable. Science may disclose 
many a phenomenon which—taken by itself, and without 
due reference to associated phenomena—may seem to 
harmonise with conceptions of regression and lapse ; but 
a very little consideration will always show that all such 
backward movements are partial and exceptional, and 
that they present no analogue whatever to a phenomenon 
so widespread and universal as that which Revelation 
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discloses to us in the Fall of man. Without, therefore, 
wishing needlessly to dwell upon antagonisms between 
Science and Revelation, or to accentuate the differences 
between the scientific and the theological estimate of 
man’s first and man’s present estate, we must still cherish 
no illusions as to any possibility of harmonising con- 
ceptions that are really and radically different. Reve- 
lation, if we are willing to accept the plain meaning 
of plain words, represents to us, in regard of man, an 
essentially downward movement. Man is created in 
the image of his Maker; he disobeys, under temptation, 
the commands of his Maker; and he falls from his first 
estate, entailing upon his descendants not only the loss 
of that estate, but, by the very laws of heredity and 
natural descent, a vitiated nature and a biassed will. 
Science, on the contrary, if we accept the principles 
either of Evolution generally, or of any of those modi- 
fications of Evolution which of late have been pressed 
upon us, places before us, in regard of man, a distinctly 
upward movement, morally and physically—a movement 
in which the idea of a fall becomes inexplicable and 
incongruous. 

This has been clearly felt by the Christian advocates 
of the evolutionary theory as applied to our own race, 
and various expedients have been adopted to conserve 
the theory, and yet at the same time not directly to 
traverse the plain teaching of Revelation. Of these 
expedients one, already noticed, is the assumption—and 
it is certainly a pure assumption, which probably the 
scientific man would at once disavow—that man de- 
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veloped along an independent line of his own, and that, 
at some point in the ascending stair of animal life, 
what was hereafter to be evolved into man forked off, 
and became developed apart from the rest of the animal 
kingdom. 

But this, though avoiding some difficulties in the 
application of the ordinary evolutionary theory to man, 
especially in regard of his moral development, leaves us 
with the serious question still unanswered, How do we 
propose to harmonise the hypothesis with the doctrine 
of a Fall such as Scripture, however liberally we may 
interpret its declarations, does most unmistakably reveal 
to us? Are we to assume that by natural development 
man rose, both morally and physically, to some higher 
point than he now occupies, and that he fell from that 
point to his present state? But if so, what was that 
higher point? What hint is there in Scripture, however 
slight, of any such gradual rise? What allusion can be 
found to any state arrived at by a merely natural and 
physical process such as Evolution or development? Man, 
and indeed woman also, when they appear before us 
in Holy Scripture, stand forth perfect and complete,— 
made in the image of God,in the maturity of their powers, 
with the inbreathed breath of God,—directly in the case 
of man, derivatively in the case of woman,—as the inward 
fountain of their natural and spiritual life, the direct and - 
finished work of their Creator and God. 

It seems exegetically impossible to deny this, and 
still more so to deny that the truth which is burnt as it 
were into the whole narrative is this,—that man came to 
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be what he now is by a procedure directly the reverse of 
Evolution—by a Fall. What remains then, if we are 
determined to cling to our theory, but frankly to give up 
the conception of the Fall, or, at any rate, so to modify 
the conception of it as to place ourselves wholly outside, 
not only of the direct statements, but even of the inferences 
of Revelation ? 

This in itself would be a startling result, but it involves 
what is far more serious and momentous,—and it is to this 
which in the present Address I desire particularly to call 
attention. If the Fall is to be explained away, or to be 
regarded as practically little more than a symbol, be it of 
gradual deterioration or of any imagined form of moral 
decay, then the Redemption, and with it, of course, the 
Incarnation, must equally pass into the same realm of 
symbolism, into which, as I have shown in my first 
Address, some of our most advanced teachers are disposed 
to remand them. The doctrines are far too closely con- 
nected for it to be possible to explain away one of them 
without finding ourselves driven, by the stress of the 
reasoning in which we have become involved, so to modify 
our conceptions of the others, as to withdraw all real 
and Christian significance from the Incarnation and the 
Redemption and Atonement. 

This will become painfully clear as we pass onward in 
our review of fundamental Christian doctrine. 

We have arrived then, under the direct guidance of 
Revelation, at this stern truth,—that man, made in the 
image of his Maker, innocent but untried, was tempted by 
hostile powers to disobey a significant command, that he 
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yielded to the temptation, lost, by natural consequence, 
his realm of innocence, and passed into the wide world 
beyond, with death in his veins, and a knowledge in his 
soul—that dearly-bought knowledge of good and evil,—in 
which lay enwrapped all the strange moral potencies of 
the future. 

So man left Eden. But, as Scripture tells us, it was 
with a heritage that became more and more cherished as 
generation followed generation, and as the ages silently 
filled up that fulness of time when the heritage was to 
become a blessed and eternal reality. That heritage was 
the primal prophecy and the primal promise: the seed of 
the woman was to bruise the head of the Adversary ; one 
born of the tempted race was to crush the Tempter, and 
then all things were to become new. And that promise 
was the light of the whole darkling future. Eve first felt 
its power, and gave expression to it at the birth of Cain, 
in the strange words, “I have gotten a man, even the 
Lord”? (for so the words must be translated), “I have 
gotten Him who shall reverse all.” Eve first felt it, and 
after her, in greater or less measure, all her children. It 
was virtually reiterated to Abraham ; it formed a part of 
the last words of Jacob; it found utterance in the vale- 
dictory precepts of Moses; it gave point and life to many 
a sweet song of Israel; and, when the gift of prophecy was 
more fully bestowed, it assumed a form of such definite- 
ness that the Evangelists who recorded the fulfilment 
substantiated their very narrative by the words in which 
all that had come to pass was foretold. 


1 Genesis iv. 1. 
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This primal prophecy was the quickening influence 
which, from the very day that man went foith to subdue 
the earth from which his body was formed, gave hope and 
life to each generation among the chosen people, and 
exercised on the race generally moral effects which still 
strangely survive in the hopes and prophecies of some 
of the old religions of the past. 

The effect of this promise on the early ages of the world 
has not, we think, been sufficiently taken into account as 
a moral energy in the opening history of the race. It was 
probably not, strictly speaking, Messianic in its earliest 
acceptance,—but it gave to each age the abiding conviction 
that wickedness would not for ever countervail righteous- 
ness, and that at the last, evil would be overcome of good. 

And so the long ages rolled onward. The book of the 
generations of Adam was closed. The book of the gene- 
rations of Noah opened. Unknown realms were silently 
peopled; ancient kingdoms were founded. Early traditions 
faded away; primitive faiths becume corrupted. Mono- 
theism lapsed into the worship of the visible or invisible 
powers of Nature and at last became obliterated, save in 
one mysteriously-chosen nation. Civilisations rose and 
fell; arts, marvellous to us now, prevailed, flourished, and 
silently died out with the dying-out kingdoms which they 
had embellished. Movement and change were everywhere 
bringing about their foreordered issues,—and, amid all, 
preparation—that preparatio evangelica on which early 
Christian writers have rightfully so loved to dwell—was 
maturing: the fulness of the times was approaching ; 
strange expectancies were running through ancient 
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nations. All was ready; what followed is history. The 
promise received its completest fulfilment: the seed of 
the woman entered into the long-waiting world; and 
He who had created all things entered into a new and 
closer relation with this earth, and, as we may also not 
improperly say, with that universe which He had called 
into being. 

We have thus arrived at the next great fundamental 
truth in the mysterious sequence of doctrine, and we find 
ourselves brought face to face with the Incarnation of the 
very and eternal Son of God. 

And here, for a moment, let us pause. We have 
passed in our survey of fundamental doctrine, from the 
“all to the Incarnation, and, in so passing, we cannot 
suppress the deep spiritual conviction that between these 
momentous doctrines there is a link of closest connection, 
Though we cannot, for one moment, accept a Theodicy 
that would set forth the Fall as the jeliw culpa which 
brought about the Incarnation and the Redemption, we 
may still, with Bishop Martensen,’ in his profound 
discussion of this question, feel persuaded that, by that 
principle by which God subdues all things to Himself, sin 
and disobedience and all the sad circumstances of the Fall 
did verily subserve to the revelation of God’s boundless 
mercy and love in the Incarnation and Atonement. At 
any rate, any theory that is in any way antithetical to or 
inconsistent with the first of these doctrines, will be found, 
owing to the link that connects them, to be, even in a 


1 See Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, § 85 sqq., p. 167 sqq. 
(Translation). 
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greater degree, antithetical to the second. Now Evolu- 
tion, as we have seen, in regard of man, stands plainly in 
antithesis with any conception of a Fall. It must stand 
then in a similar relation to the Incarnation, and to all 
the blessed consequences which flow from it. If man’s 
development, moral and physical, is to go on without 
limit, why for us men and for our salvation should the 
Son of God come down from heaven? Why should He 
empty Himself of His glory and enter into the likeness 
of sinful flesh ? 

Further, why should a miracle be wrought, the most 
amazing that thought can conceive; viz., the actual 
entrance of the infinite Creator of the worlds into the 
limitations of mortal flesh, when a theory is ready to 
our hand by which, if we accept its general principles, 
and especially the modification of it in regard of man, 
to which I have already alluded, time seems the only 
element required to bring about the evanescence of evil 
which our modern philosophers assure us is now in full 
activity? Ifthe principle of Evolution is to be applied to 
our own race, time is really all that we want to ensure 
the elevation of man to any conceivable standard. Why, 
under such circumstances, resort to a miracle, and that, be 
it observed, the most stupendous miracle that imagination 
itself can suggest ? 

To argue, as it has been attempted to argue, that 
Evolution in no degree involves the denial of such a 
miracle as that which we are considering, because one 
of the best known exponents of Evolution admits the 
existence of a transcendent Force which lies at the base 


48 ARE WE TO MODIFY 


of all things,’ is, as it seems to me, somewhat perilous 
trifling. Why, this exponent of Evolution whose ad- 
mission is put in evidence would, if appealed to, answer 
at once that the primal and basal Force, which he re- 
cognises as underlying all things, is a Force that works on 
‘principles absolutely antithetical to such conceptions as 
are involved in the very idea of the Incarnation, and that 
to represent this Force as introducing a breach in the 
order of Evolution, such as the Incarnation plainly in- 
volves, is wholly to misrepresent the very nature of the 
Force and every assumption that has been made with 
regard to it. It is, in fact, a quiet transformation of the 
basal Force of the Philosopher into the blessed primal 
and basal Will of the Christian conception. If we have 
to deal with a Holy and Omnipotent Will, we can find 
room enough for those manifestations of it which we call 
miracles: if we have only a primal and basal Force, 
miracles, and especially such a miracle as that which we: 
are now considering, are crowded out,—and the sooner we 
realise it the better will it be, not only for our Faith, but 
for our logic. 

If there is any one thing more utterly perilous than 
another, at this time, it is.the well-meant but profoundly 
to be deprecated attempt to bring such a principle as 
Evolution, which has its proper and recognised place in 
the order of the material world, into any kind of con- 
nection with the deep mysteries of our Faith, and into 
those things which are only known to us by the special: 
teaching of Revelation. 


i See Matheson, Can the Old Faith Live with the New? p. 268 sqq. 
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Finally, when we come to that most holy and most 
vital doctrine to which all our previous comments have 
been silently leading—the Redemption, all that has 
been already urged may be reiterated with accumulated 
force. If it be true that the application of the evolu- 
tionary theory to man involves us in such difficulties 
with regard to the Fall that we must, if we cling to 
our theory, explain away what, as I have said, seems 
burnt into the very substance of Revelation,—if it also 
be true that the history of the Incarnation makes any 
evolutionary theories as to man still more difficult, if 
indeed not wholly inconceivable,—still more certainly is 
it true that the doctrine of the Redemption is utterly 
and radically inconsistent with the belief that we have 
emerged from successively lower orders of being into 
the state in which now we find ourselves. A very little 
consideration will show the serious truth of this state- 
ment. What do we understand by the Redemption ? 
What do we mean when we use this most holy term? 
Two things, closely and organically united—rescue from 
the thraldom of Satan, and the power and the guilt of 
sin, and reconciliation with a Father and a God from 
whom the Fall and all its consequences had separated 
us. But, if no primary temptation, no certainly known 
dark and malefic powers, whose envy worked man’s 
ruin,—if no sin in the scriptural sense of the word, but 
only an evil residuum from outlived lower natures in 
evolutions of a protracted past, what can be the mean- 
ing of the rescue, and especially of a rescue such as 

1 See Kreibig, Versihnungslehre, pp. 1, 2 (Berlin, 1878). 
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Revelation discloses to the devout enquirer? If again 
no Fall, what real significance can we assign to the 
reconciliation, and especially to a reconciliation which 
Scripture tells us cost the life-blood of the incarnate 
Son of God? No sober and equitable thinker can face 
such tremendous questions without being forced back 
upon the primary question, “Whence came man?” 
If the old answer cannot be accepted, if structural 
similitudes are to force upon us the conviction that 
we too emerged from lower orders of being like the 
animals around us, if the great and true thought that 
when God formed man out of the earth He conserved the 
type, and made man, it is said, even in the very womb,’ 
the living record of all the various structural changes of 
the almost boundless past,—if this true thought fails to 
persuade, then nothing remains but one or other of these 
two really dreadful alternatives: either plainly to set 
aside the scriptural anthropology as inconsistent with 
scientific discovery; or, to construct some modified 
theory of evolution, and to force into harmony with it 
expressions of Holy Scripture which, according to every 
known principle of interpretation, repudiate the meaning 
that is forced upon them, 

When, for example, as we have already noticed, a 
recent apologist for Christianity takes the following plain 
and closely-connected words,—‘ And the Lord God 

1 The assertion of modern embryologists, that, prior to birth, 
successive changes are passed through which show a striking simili- 
tude between the germ of the future human being and the germs of 


the members of the other animal kingdoms, is now, I am informed, 
considered to be doubtful. 


FUNDAMENTAL ‘DOCTRINE ? a1 


formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed 
into his nostrils the breath of life,’?4—and tells us that 
the earth was commissioned to bring forth the man,? 
and distinctly implies that the man thus brought forth 
was other than the man constituted by the breath of 
the Spirit, and that Scripture warrants us in looking 
for missing links,—when plain words can be so diverted 
from their plain meaning, we may see to what an extent , 
the free handling of Scripture may be carried even by 
sober believers. Grave are the spiritual perils into 
which, under the fascination of a plausible theory, we 
are being led by the harmonists of Scripture and Evolu- 
tion; serious the wounds which we are now (oneie es in 
the very house of our friends. 

It is then positively necessary for us to realise our true 
position, and the demands that are made upon us by 
the votaries of the new philosophy. The Fall must be 
explained away. The Incarnation must be stript of 
theological amplifications, and reduced into the simple 
record of the birth into the world of the purest, holiest, 
and most truly god-like of the children of men. And, 
last of all, the Atonement must be torn away from the 
Redemption, and the residue left only as the formulated 
expression of the elevating power of an unique example 
of unselfish love and sublimated enthusiasm. 

_ In other words, we are to believe that Socinus was 
right after all, and that a teaching which no manipula- 
tion of Scripture could render plausible, and for which 


1 Genesis ii. 7. 
2 Matheson, Can the Old Faith Live with the New ? pp. 189, 262. 
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historical criticism has striven in vain to find a place 
among the persuasions of men, has at last reappeared, 
clinging to the skirts of Science, and claiming at last 
to be accepted as one of the abiding verities of the 
theosophy of the future. The revolutions of thought 
are strange and mysterious, and it is our duty plainly to 
note them; for among those revolutions the tendency 
to disallow the Godhead of the Lord who bought us is 
becoming more and more patent each year as it passes. 
Evolutionary theories in regard of the origin of man and 
Socinian persuasions are more nearly allied than many of 
us may have hitherto supposed ; and it would be disloyal 
not to be watchful. 

In saying this we have no desire whatever indirectly 
to import theological animosities into subjects of another 
strain, least of all to imply that Christian writers who 
advocate Evolution in reference to man have any 
Socinian bias; but when error—error deadly and soul- 
destroying—is the result to which popular philosophies, | 
if honestly thought out, may, however unconsciously, 
lead those who may be tempted to adopt them, then 
every man who adores the Lord Jesus Christ must speak 
out plainly and firmly. Fundamental doctrine and the 
indisputable teaching of God’s Holy Word must never 
be tampered with. The tested verities of our most holy 
faith must be kept apart, jealously and reverently, from 
the unverified hypotheses of a specious and seductive 
philosophy. 


V. 


THe Future or May.. 


Hirnerro in our meditation upon the really vital 
question at the present time—Whether the recent dis- 
coveries of Science necessitate any modification in the 
statements of fundamental doctrine—we have been con- 
cerned with doctrines which relate mainly to man’s 
past, and man’s present, existence. We now, in conclu- 
sion, have shortly to consider those fundamental doctrines 
which relate to man’s future, and with which Science 
may seem to come in any degree of contact or collision. 

Now it will be at once obvious that, at the very outset, 
before we review any of the great scriptural truths that 
relate to man’s future, we must deal with the broad 
question whether, apart from Revelation, man is to be 
supposed to have any future at all. That this question 
is pressed upon us as one of those on which the principles 
of Evolution claim to give some sort of answer, is certain; 
and that we must at once deal with it, is obviously 
necessary. If man has no future according to the teach- 
ing of Science, then it becomes nugatory to dwell on the 
relations of Science to fundamental doctrines which are 
based upon the almost axiomatic truth that man has a 
future beyond this world, and that it is the very object of 
Revelation to bring it home to him. 
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When we put to ourselves the question, “‘ What does 
Science actually assert as to a future state?” we must be 
conscious of feeling considerable difficulty as to our answer. 
“The case,’ as Mill has equitably said, “is one of those 
very rare cases in which there is really a total absence of 
evidence on either side [he is of course not alluding to 
Revelation], and in which the absence of evidence for 
the affirmative does not, as in so many cases it does, 
create a strong presumption in favour of the negative.” ? 
It is indeed often alleged that the theory of Evolution, if 
extended to our own race, is distinctly incompatible with 
the idea of immortality or of a life after death ; but, if 
this allegation be fairly investigated, it will hardly be 
found capable of being substantiated in so unreserved a 
form. The true statement would seem to be this, that 
though the theory of Evolution, when applied to our own 
race, does not positively supply anything that might 
justly be called positive evidence on the subject of man’s 
existence or non-existence after death, it certainly affords 
ground for the serious inference, that, if man really has — 
emerged from the animal world, there are no just grounds, 
as far as Science is concerned, for concluding that man’s 
lot after death will be different to that of the animals 
which were his progenitors. Why should it be? If the 
animal be mortal, why should a life which has emerged 
through the animal be immortal? Why this boundless 
difference? Is not the whole theory of Evolution at 
variance with the conception of any such difference? 
And must we not ultimately fall back upon one or other 


1 Mill, Three Essays on Religion, p. 2038. 
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of two assumptions ?—either, that all that has breathed 
the breath of life will live again; or that, as some apolo- 
gists of Christianity have not scrupled to maintain, im- 
mortality is a special gift, bestowed through Christ on 
those who are truly His, but not on those who have 
either never had the opportunity of accepting Him, or’ 
have refused the blessed offer when made to them. 

To avoid the serious and momentous difficulties into 
which either of these assumptions will be certain to lead 
us, a sort of despairing attempt has been made by those 
who eling to the evolutionary origin of man, and yet are 
not prepared wholly to break with Revelation, to strike 
out a sort of third path, and either to postulate a divine 
intervention, and a consequent forking off of the line of 
man from the animal stem, or else to put an exegetical 
strain upon the simple and direct statements in Genesis 
and read into them two formations of man, the first 
without the divine neshdma, the second with it. Both 
these attempts to conserve Evolution without wholly 
rejecting God’s Word, we have already noticed in these 
Addresses, and need not further advert to them, except, 
to repeat that the first, considered scientifically, rests on 
the most undisguised assumption, and the second, upon an 
interpretation which is something worse than forced and 
unnatural. The one of these we may leave to be dealt 
with by Science, the other by the known principles of a 
sober and consistent exegesis. 

What then we appear to have come to is this: First, 
that though it cannot be definitely asserted that the 
belief in man’s development from the animal world is 
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actually incompatible with the belief in man’s immor- 
tality, it nevertheless opens the way for inferences from 
Science which plainly point in that direction. Secondly, 
that if we fall back upon Revelation as settling the ques- 
tion of man’s immortality, we can hardly refuse to be 
guided by it in the question relating to his origin; and 
that, if we consent to be so guided, we shall certainly not 
be able honestly to harmonise its statements with the 
theory of man’s development from the animal world. 

We do not deny that there are indications in our 
physical structure, and apparently in the alleged grada- 
tions through which the germ-cell of the future individua, 
is asserted to pass, which, apart from other considerations, 
are favourable to the theory of a development from the 
animal world. This we deny not; but we do deny that 
any such theory can be read into Scripture by any sober 
and honest interpreter. When we come then to the 
momentous question of man’s immortality, we really must 
consider it with due regard to man’s origin. This done, we 
must make our choice between Science with the inferences — 
which it appears to suggest, and Scripture with its definite 
statements. The attempt to found part of our belief on the 
one, and part on the other, is hopeless and impracticable. 

Passing from the general question of immortality, and 
the doubtful attitude which Science appears to hold in 
regard of it, to fundamental doctrines of a more special 
character in regard of the future of our race, we soon find 
ourselves brought face to face with two momentous Chris- 
tian truths, with both of which Science appears in some 
degree to come in contact, and on which we may now pro- 
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perly dwell. The broad question which forms the thread of 
these Addresses—viz., whether Science points to any modi- 
fication in our statement of fundamental doctrine—here 
certainly comes before us with very serious significance. 
Of these two fundamental truths, the first is one that is 
set forth in every portion of the New Testament, and is 
enunciated with a clearness and circumstantiality that 
- admit of neither gloss nor dilution. We must accept it or 
deny it, but we certainly cannot explain it away. The 
truth is this—that the existing state of things will be 
brought to a sudden termination by the return of the 
Lord, under circumstances of great majesty and glory, to 
this earth,—this material earth on which we are dwelling. 
Now, to such a truth and such a statement as this, and 
especially to what may perhaps be called the physical side 
of it,—the sudden termination not only of human history, 
but of the existing order of earthly things——we must 
frankly own that all our merely natural conceptions seem 
plainly opposed. All that falls under our observation 
seems to suggest enduring sequence and continuity. 
Suns rise and set; moons wax and wane; all elemental 
things seem to be to-day as they were yesterday, and, so 
far as we can observe, as they have been along all the 
yesterdays of the past. Such a reversal of all popular 
experience as the doctrine which we are now considering 
does certainly involve,—such a breach of the law of 
continuity as it distinctly implies,—seems to many, at 
first, most difficult to realise. We might imagine great 
changes supervening under the action of steadily per- 
sistent forces. The order of things around us, so far 
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as our observation can extend, may dispose us to admit the 
possibility of results of any assignable magnitude, if we 
may draw upon time for periods sufficiently long for the 
silently efficient causes to work out their issues. Resist- 
ing media, condensing nebule, consolidating planets, and 
all the boundless operations of secular change may quite 
prepare us to accept almost any conceivable extent of 
ultimately altered conditions ; but to accept as a certain 
and practical truth that there will be a sudden termina- 
tion to this existing order of things, that the world and 
its works will pass, by an abrupt transition, under the 
action of the unchained forces of Nature,—and that too at, 
perhaps, no very distant future,—all this does seem at first 
beyond the ordinary powers of our faith, The argument 
from the apparent continuity of Nature seems so strong that 
in weaker moments we almost find ourselves saying with 
the mockers of old, “‘ Where is the promise of His coming ? 
for, from the day that the fathers fell asleep, all things 
continue as they were from the beginning of the creation.” } 

If such difficulties do verily sometimes present them- 
selves, even to the faithful and the true, we can hardly 
wonder that modern thought invites us to escape from 
them by the easy expedient of regarding all as symbolism. 
“ Need our hope,’ says an eminent Christian lecturer, to 
whom I have referred in a preceding address,—“ need 
our hope of Christ’s coming lose any of its consoling 
virtue, if we no longer look on it as a marvellous future 
event of which we are hardly competent to form any 
conception, but understand it as a symbol of the universal 

1 2 Peter iii. 4 (Rev. Ver.) | 
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destination of humanity to grow into the unity of the 
body of Christ ?”? 

But are we prepared to go such desperate lengths, 
simply because we may find some passing difficulty in 
realising the conception that this every-day life may, 
any day, come to a sudden and precipitate close? Are 
we to yield up our dearest hopes to an evolutionary 
philosophy, that tells us that “the outcome of the 
processes everywhere going on’, is a silent but a “ mani- 
fest progress towards omni-present death,” * and that the 
“ outcome of all things” is Dissolution, with some ray of 
hope, on the extremest marge of the remotest horizon, 
that some era of Evolution may hereafter succeed it ? 
Are we to lose ourselves in these dreadful mists of ex- 
ageerated generalisation, and attenuate such a blessed 
fundamental truth as that which we are now considering 
by these assumptions of continuities? Are we to allow 
such a self-complacent philosophy to weaken our faith in 
the belief that He that cometh will come, and that when 
He comes, all things around us will indeed be dissolved, 
but dissolved only to be made for ever new ? 

Such a belief, it should ever be remembered, stands 
in no opposition whatever to real and true Science. It 
may be incompatible with evolutionary theories; it may 
seem difficult to realise when we dwell too exclusively on 
the uniformity of Nature; but its broad tenor, that 
the present state of things will come to a sudden close, 
and that human history will abruptly terminate, is so far 


1 Pfleiderer, Apostle Paul, p. 291. 
2 Spencer, First Principles, § 176, p. 514; see also § 183, p. 537. 
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from being opposed to Science, that it may even claim its 
testimony and support. Such a belief is not only illus- 
trated by tested phenomena,—such as the observed state 
of the star that suddenly appeared, some twenty years 
ago, in the Northern Crown,—but closely in harmony 
with what Science itself tells us might at any time take 
place with regard to this earth on which we are dwelling. 
“For all that our science can tell,” says Professor Stanley 
Jevons, “human history may be closed in the next in- 
stant of time. The world may be dashed to pieces by 
some intruding body; it may be involved in a nebulous 
atmosphere of hydrogen to be exploded a second after- 
wards; it may be scorched up or dissipated into vapour 
by some great explosion in the sun; there might even be 
within the globe itself some secret cause of disruption, 
which only needs time for its manifestation.” } 

Such considerations should indeed make us pause before 
we allow ourselves, under the leading of any false lights, 
to drift away from doctrines at once so blessed and so 
operative on Christian life and practice as the sudden close 
of human history, and the Lord’s visible coming to judge 
both the quick and the dead. 

The second fundamental truth with which Science may 
be considered to come into some kind of contact is that 
most vital and most momentous truth—that when human 
history thus closes, there will be a separation of the 
good and the evil, and that this separation will be final 
and eternal. 

Final and eternal! Yes; we have now in this last 


1 Jevons, Principles of Science, Vol. 11. p. 442. 
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truth arrived at that doctrine with which modern thought 
is, latently or openly, in the most clear antagonism. The 
tendency of all popular (I do not say scientific) modern 
thought that admits in any way the conception of a future 
life is plainly and increasingly towards Universalism. 
Theories like those of the natural mortality of the soul, and 
the final extinction or annihilation of the wicked, are for 
a time played with, or just tolerated as transition theories, 
which in due time must give way to the wider hope; 
but the steady drift of popular modern thought—I fear I 
must even say of modern Christian thought—is towards 
what is somewhat euphemistically called ‘ eternal hope.” 

Now, without entering into the theological aspects of 
this increasing persuasion, we may certainly, in accordance 
with the general tenor of these Addresses, pause to 
enquire whether Science, implicitly or inferentially, gives 
any encouragement to this perilous optimism. Such sub- 
jects, of course, in no way belong to the domain of Science ; 
but there may be still inferences, or, if not inferences, yet 
hints, suggested by the laws of the material world, which 
ought not to be left wholly unnoticed. Does Science, 
however indirectly, yield any countenance to conceptions 
of the tares ever becoming the wheat, of the evil and im- 
penitent ever passing, by any moral progress in another 
world, into the penitent and the good ? 

What will be our answer? Can it be other than this— 
that though some of the exponents of Science appear to 
believe in a gradual evanescence of evil, the ethics of 
Science, and its unflinching maintenance of the inexorable 
law of consequences, present sterner aspects, in some 
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respects far sterner aspects, than the ethics of Christianity 4 
Nay, it might even seem that, in regard of consequences, 
Science almost comes into collision with Christianity. 
Science can find no room for repentance. Its language is, 
to borrow the words of one of its exponents: ‘“‘No penance 
or priestly absolution can do away with the persistence of 
force.” 1 If any inference could be drawn from Science 
at all on this profound subject, it would seem as if its 
teaching of “the survival of the fittest” steadily points to 
stern and final separations, which, from the nature of the 
case, might include the idea of a ceasing utterly to be on 
the part of the evil. There are, indeed, indications at the 
present time that the creed of some, at least, of our 
Christian men of science is gravitating towards the theory 
of annihilation,” and to an endeavour, hopeless as it seems 
to me, to explain away the indisputable scriptural doctrine 
of eternal punishment, 

But into this question it is not now my province to 
enter. I am dealing with the simple question of the 
relations, if any, of Science with Religion on this momen- 


1 Fiske, Cosmic Philosophy, Vol. 11. p. 465. 

2 See Bonney, Influence of Sctence on Theology, p.50sq. The 
view of the profound thinker Lotze would appear to be substantially 
the same: see Metaphysic, § 245, p. 482 (Translation) ; Microcos- 
mus, Book III. ch. 5, § 5, p. 887 sq. (Translation); and still more 
clearly in the first Book of the Medicinische Psychologie of 1852. 
The judgment of Dorner is as follows: ‘There may be those 
eternally damned, so far as the abuse of freedom continues eternally : 
but without the possibility of the restoration of freedom, man has 
passed into another class of beings, and—regarded from the stand- 
point of the idea of man—is a mere ruin. "—System of Christian 
Doctrine, § 154, Vol. Iv. p. 428 (Translation), 


FUNDAMENTAL DOCTRINE ? 63 


tous doctrine. What these would seem to be, we have 
now generally ascertained. It must not, however, be 
forgotten that, as we have seen in the earlier part of 
this Address, the views of Science, as regards the im- 
mortality of the soul or even its survival after death, 
are too uncertain, and too complicated with evolutionary 
assumptions in regard of man’s origin, to be relied on as 
of any real weight in the consideration of the deep truth 
that is now before us. So far as it goes, Science points in 
the general direction of those issues which are disclosed 
to us by Revelation, and most certainly yields no support 
whatever to the perilous hopes of modern Universalism. 
We may now bring these thoughts to a close, and with 
them the whole subject of which they form the con- 
clusion. Much, it is obvious, remains to be said. What 
I have placed before you here, and at the other centres 
where I have spoken, are only the mere outlines of a 
subject that every year becomes wider and more momen- 
tous. If, however, I have been enabled to bring into 
clearer light these two serious considerations, I shall be 
thankful and rejoice. First, that without in any degree 
denying that, in many respects, the modern theory of 
evolution tends to give us more exalted views of the 
creative work of Almighty God, it can never be applied 
to the origination of man without involving us in the 
perilous necessity of explaining away some of the most 
distinct statements of Revelation, and of diluting the 
force and significance of fundamental doctrines. Secondly, 
that all attempts to harmonise the present and current 
generalisations of Science with the express disclosures of 
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Revelation, and to extend the scope of natural laws to 
realms where, by the very nature of the case, they can 
have no real significance, will be found in the sequel, after 
the first fascination of such attempts is over, to have 
been seriously detrimental to the purity and energy of a 
living faith. 

Revelation and true Science have many things in 
common; true Science is often permitted to be a hand- 
maid to Revelation, to lead us to higher views of the 
wonderful works of God, and to stretch before our eyes 
still wider horizons; and can never, and will never, 
ultimately pass into any definite attitude of divergence 
or opposition. As knowledge increases, Revelation and 
Science will be found to assume relations of ever increasing 
harmony. But each has its proper domain ; each has its 
fundamental principles. To mix up these principles, and 
to try and show how old facts can live with the new 
by adapting the old to the yet unverified hypotheses of the 
new, is to depart from the Apostle’s wise rule of ‘ com- 
paring spiritual things with spiritual,” ? and to endanger 
that which is intended to be supported and strengthened. 
Dogmatic theology, as Bishop Martensen has wisely said,? 
has its own peculiar province, and “ cannot support itself on 
the conjectures and assumptions of natural science.” To 
seek to adapt itself to them is to terminate its own existence. 


1 Cor. 1.13: ; 
2 Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, § 77, p. 152 (Translation). 
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